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SUMMARY

The California Cable Television Association (CCTA) began

researchinq and draftinq its Co..ents in this docket with the

tentative conclusion that it would recoamend one of the

Co..ission's proposed options. However, the results of a study

by CCTA's independent consultants of the last five years, 1987 to

1991, of records on file with this Commission for telephone

companies representing a cross section of the united states

mandate the conclusions that:

1. The two goals of modernizing this country's

co..unications infrastructure and the timely recovery of capital

through depreciation are not interdependent, should not be mixed,

and the FCC's current depreciation policies should not be

abandoned under the quise of furthering network investment.

The study undertaken by CCTA's consultants of the levels of

Depreciation Expense and Plant Additions to the telephone network

from 1987 to 1991 demonstrates that in 30 of 32 comparisons

depreciation expense exceeded net additions to the telephone

network by 1.1 to 6.23 times, and increased depreciation expense

did not translate into increased investment in the telephone

network. (See Table 1).

2. The negative consequences of "simplifying" the

depreciation process far outweigh any perceived benefits because,

based upon the study data, each of the Commission's four proposed

options is fatally flawed and will not result in the
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quantification of depreciation levels reflective of an individual

coapany's true cost recovery patterns. No amount of expediency

justifies sacrificing an accurate quantification of depreciation

expense when it is the largest single expense of the LECs and has

averaged over 25' of Operating Expenses over the last five years.

The Basic Factor Range Option (Option I), the Depreciation

Range of Rate Option (Option II) and the Depreciation Schedule

option (Option III), are all fatally flawed because the Options

are primarily predicated on using a homogenized "average," which

the study data in Tables II and III demonstrate is completely

untenable given the very wide variances that currently exist in

depreciation parameters (Options I and III) and depreciation

rates (Option II).

The Price Cap Option (Option IV) is fatally flawed and

should be summarily rejected because it does not require any

supporting data to be filed and cedes to the telephone companies

this Commission's statutory obligation under section 220 of the

Communications Act to prescribe " ••• the percentages of

depreciation which shall be charged with respect to each of such

classes of property."

3. The differences in depreciation parameters and rates

between the studied LECs is so stark that adopting ~ of the

proposed options would be an abdication of the FCC's statutory

obligation to review and set depreciation policies and schedules.

4. If declininq FCC resources in the face of expanding

responsibility is one of the key factors propelling the need to
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si~lify the depreciation process, the Commission should consider

alternatives that would not abdicate its statutory responsibility

or put ratepayers at risk in reviewing this largest of LEC

expenses. One such alternative that would reduce the

Ca-aission's scheduled annual depreciation workload is to expand

the review process to every 4 years instead of every 3 years,

while permitting the LECs to request a technical uPdate for any

significant interia changes.
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The California Cable Television Association (CCTA) is a

trade association representinq cable television system operators

that provide cable television service to over 5.9 million

California households. CCTA has previously participated both

formally and informally before this Commission on depreciation

issues in, for example, the Video Dial Tone proceeding1/ and

Pacific Bell Telephone Company's (Pacific Bell) 1991 Rate

Represcription Request.

CCTA's oriqinal intent in determininq to file comments is

this docket was to recommend one of the Commission's proposed

options as the preferred result if any change to the current

depreciation procedure was going to be made by the FCC. However,

the results of a study commissioned by CCTA of the last five

years, 1987-1991, of records on file with the FCC for companies

representing a cross-section of u.S. telephone companies mandates

1/ See Reply Comments of California Cable Television
Association, CC Docket No 87-226, March 5, 1992.



that CCTA urge the co..ission: (1) not to mix issues of

depreciation and intra.tructure, (2) to reject its proposed tour

options as fatally flawed, and (3) to consider alternatives that

can help manage the co.-ission's workload while preserving the

integrity of the current depreciation process and protecting

telephone ratepayers from potential abuse.

I. '1'IIIl IJa.••JIOIm COIIPUIBS' on .-coJtD8 011 I'lL. WID TIIB
coaISSIOII Ul'IlUIATIVBLY D....~. 'lllAT 'l'IIJI TWO QQU,8 01'
XOD...III_ HIS COUftllY'8 ~IQIJIOIlS IDltUftUCTuaB AJJD
'III. TIIIBLY aacovDY 01' CAPITaL IJDOUCJJI D••aacIATIOIl U. IIO'f
III'1'DDDOOIDJ'I, S.OULD .~ •• JlIZJID, UD ft. COJIIIISSIO.'S
C1JUBI1'I D.nacIATIO. POLICI. S.OULD .~ •• UUDOIIBD ~..
TIIB GUISB 01' I'URTHBRI.G OTWOU IIIVU'1'JIBI1'1'.

The FCC has provided strong leadership the last few years in

fueling the debate on modernizing the United state's

cODmunications infrastructure. CCTA supports and agrees with the

need to build demand-based economic upgrades to provide new

cODmunication services. CCTA's members are currently upqrading

their own networks using the full range of leading edge

technologies. 2/

2/see e.g. Myltichannel HIWB. February 3, 1993, page 1 for a
report on Ti.. Warner'. Orlando Template for Network Expansion;
and COmmunication. Technology, January, 1993, reporting on
Cable's Hew Fiber Ring and Regional Hub Architectures. In fact,
the Cable Television Industry currently has a broadband
cODmunications network in front of about 95' of American homes
and a broadband line into about 60' of them. As the Cable
Industry's modernization goes forward, the ability to provide new
and different services will only be limited by regUlatory
restraints, the imagination of the developers, and the ability to
find or create the demand so that there is an economic base and
justification for the introduction of any new service.
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This commission has also worked hard over the years to

establish depreciation policies and procedures to proPerly ti..

the recovery of invested capital. Recently, the Commission has

begun to suggest that there might be a nexus between the

modernization of the communications infrastructure and

depreciation policy.3/

This suggestion has also been heavily promoted by the

telephone companies during the past few years, not only at this

commission, but also before Congress and at state PUCs throughout

the United states. A key element in the telephone companies

lobbying proqram are unsupported assertions that depreciation

should be accelerated as an incentive to their further investment

in network modernization. 4/

The proposition that there is a concrete basis for assuming

a nexus between increased depreciation expense and increased

3/ In its Video Dialtone Docket, CC Docket No. 87-266, the
Commission stated:

••• SOBe argue that our depreciation policies create
little incentive for local telephone companies to
retire existing copper plant and switches and to
replace those facilities with fiber optic cable.
without such a fiber base, they contend we will never
have a broadband "highway to the home" and Americans
will suffer as we lag behind other nations •••

Further Notice of Proposed Ruleaaking, First Report and
Order and Second Further Notice of Inquiry, 7 FCC Red 329 (Nov.
22, 1991).

4/ See, e.g., Comments of Pacific Bell in FCC Video
Dialtone Docket, CC Docket No. 87-266, at 12 (February 3, 1992).
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inv••taent is patently false. A Hay, 1991 letter from the FCC's

Staff, in connection with the Staff's analysis of Pacific Bell's

1991 depreciation filing, noted that:

•••OVer the past decade while depreciation expenses have
increased, annual construction expenditure have declined.
In 1990, the total construction expenditures for the RBOCs
was approximately lot less than they were in 1989 ••• 5/

This atteapte4 aixture of what should be two distinct

policies is also undercut Qy the depreciation and investment

records of the telephone companies on file with this Commission.

In an effort to explore any plausible "cause and effect" between

liberalized depreciation and network investment, CCTA engaged an

independent outside reqylatory consulting firm,

SMITH*BRIGHT*ASSOCIATES, with over three decades of utility

experience including substantial state regulatory experience,6/

to perform an analysis utilizing telephone company data as filed

with the FCC. Data was analyzed for the levels of Depreciation

Expenses and Plant Additions to the telephone network covering

the last five year period, from 1987-1991, for nine

representative entities randomly selected to provide a cross

5/ Additionally, the FCC staff noted that Pacific Bell's
annual investment decreased by 30t between 1980 and 1990 despite
being granted increases in depreciation. Pacific Bell's
decreased investment was triple the RBOC average decline of lot.

6/ Principals of the firm are Yvette Smiley Smith, CPA,
former Technical Staff Director, of the Alabama PSC Ratemaking
Staff and Staff Director, Governor's Public Staff for utility
Consumer Protection and Nancy Bright, CPA, former Director of
Accounting, Public Staff of North Carolina utilities Commission.
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section of the country.'1 The resulting analysis is depicted

in Table I, and demonstrates that:

1. In 30 of the 32 comparisons (i.e. 94' of the time),

depreciation expense exceeds net additions to the

network; in fact, in those instances depreciation

expense exceeded net additions by a range of 1.1 tiaes

to 6.23 times. These ratios indicate that increases in

depreciation significantly outpaced increases in

telephone network investment.

2. Increased depreciation expense does not translate into

increased investment in the telephone network. In 40'

of the instances noted, depreciation expense increased

or stayed relatively constant, but net additions to the

telephone network decreased. For example:

<a> Despite stable to increasing levels of

depreciation expense for New York Telephone over

the period, net additions were on the decline.

Depreciation expense was $1.4 billion in 1988 and

$1.3 billion in 1991, but net additions to the

telephone network plummeted from $863 million in

1988 to $396 million in 1991.

7/The sample consisted of:
Chesapeake and Potomac-Md, Mountain states Telephone,
New York Telephone, Northwestern Bell, Ohio Bell
Telephone, Pacific Bell, South Central Bell, Southern
Bell, Southwestern Bell Telephone.
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(b) Southern Bell's depreciation was relatively stable

at $1.5 billion in 1988 and 1991; but net

additions to the telephone network which were at

$1.5 billion in 1988 fell by almost half to $832

.illion in 1991.

(c) Pacific Bell's depreciation expense declined

so.ewhat over the period from approximately $1.8

billion to $1.6 billion; net additions, however,

declined sharply from $850 million in 1988 to a

neqative ($618) million in 1991.

(d) Northwestern Bell's depreciation reqistered so.e

$520 million in 1988 and $512 million in 1990; but

net additions to the telephone network dropped off

sUbstantially from $344 million to a neqative

($202) million.

3. No entity studied evidenced a consistent linkaqe

between increased depreciation and increased investment

in the telephone network. For example:

(a) In Chesapeake and Potomac-Maryland (C&P of Md),

depreciation expenses increased from 1988 to 1989,

but net additions decreased. From 1989 to 1990,

however, the opposite was true: depreciation

expense decreased but net additions increased.

(b) For Southern Bell for three of the four years

depreciation expense increased but net additions

6



declined; in the four years, however, depreciation

decreased and net additions increased.

(c) For the four years for which Ohio Bell data was

available for the study period, in one of the

three years depreciation expense decreased, but

investment increased; in another year depreciation

and investment increased; and in the third year

depreciation increased but investment decreased.

The clear _essage of this analysis is that increased

depreciation expenses do D2t equal increased investment in the

telephone network. Further, the ratio of Depreciation Expense to

Net Additions in most instances, even under the current

regulatory policy, is very healthy from the telephone companies

point of view. Indeed, the ratios clearly indicate that

allowable depreciation expenses for telephone companies are

increasing at a robust rate that outpaces investment increases in

the telephone network. This suggests that the telephone

companies are currently investing only a fractional portion of

the Depreciation Expenses they presently recover from the

ratepayers into network modernization.

There are no perceivable trends based on this data to

suggest that Depreciation Expense increases have been or will be

a catalyst for additional network investment. CCTA therefore

urges the Commission to maintain the separation between the two

7



goal. of infrastructure modernization and an appropriate

depreciation policy. CUrrent depreciation policies should not be

abandoned under the gui.e of furthering network investment. To

mix these two issues, given the study data in the FCC's own

files, would be an abdication of the Co.-ission's fundamental

statutory obligations, while affording no pUblic interest benefit

whatsoever, but solely a private gain to the telephone companies.

II. TIm IUIGA'IIQ COJIS-OUDCa OW ".XDLInIBG" '11I1 DIPUCn'!IOIf
paoc..S I'D OU'l'tmIGII UY .DCIIVD 8.....I'IS BIeAUSI, BUBO
DOlI '11I1 8!'ODY DaTA, DCB OW ua OOIDIISSIOB'S PllOPOSBD
O"IOIIS IS I'A'IaLLY I'LAWBD UD WILL BOT llISOLT IB TBB
QUAftII'ICA'IIOJI 07 DIPllICIA'IIOIf LnBLS llBI'LBCTIlfG U
IIIDIVIDUAL COJOUY' I nUB COlT llBCOVBRY PAftBRIII.

A. BO AIIOOII'! OW IIDBDIDCY JUS'!XI'X" SACllII'ICIIIG U
ACCOD'II QUU'l'II'Ica'lIOIf or DDllICIATIOB BUDSI .... IT
IS '11II LallGI.!' 8IBGLI IU...I 01' HB LlCs DO IIU
AVDAGBD ova 25' 01' OPBRA!'IIfG BUDTIBS ova HI LAST 5
YBAJlI.

The Commission's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking highlights

the "need for simplification" of the depreciation represcription

process and the FCC's changed requlatory price caps scheme as two

of the basic considerations prompting this investigation. Sf

The Commission cited, in support of the "need to simplify"

the process, the amount of detail necessary to process

Sf To the extent that the FCC'S desire to provide
incentives for the creation of the "ideal infrastructure" is also
a aotivation for this proceeding, CCTA has addressed that issue
above in Part I of these Comments.

8



depreciation repre.cription. under the current procedure.,

correctly notinq that the aaterial provided is voluminous and

require. detailed atudy and analysis. But in the same section

that the Commission discusses the volume of data and detailed

analyses necessary to derive depreciation rates, it also supplies

the answer to why this level of detail is neededi namely, that

all the basic factors that comprise the variables for the

depreciation formula are the product of "estimates" and as such

they must be thoroughly analyzed prior to a determination as to

their quantification for the result to be accurate.

In disciplines that are more "art" than "science", detailed

analyses and ample document support are often "necessary evils."

CCTA submits that depreciation is just such a discipline. Its

determination is the product of expert jUdgment and historical

experience within formulaic parameters. There simply is not a

"quick fix" alternative suitable for quantifying depreciation

expense given its magnitude and weighty impact on a telephone

company's operations.

Depreciation is the largest expense category incurred by a

telephone company. For all LECs Reporting to the FCC,

Depreciation Expense accounted for more than 25 percent of the

9



Operating Expen..s in each of the last five years. 9/ Given the

huge iapact depreciation has on each coapany and ultimately on

each ratepayer, CCTA submits the accurate quantification and

develop.ent of depreciation rates should not be sacrificed for

the sake of expediency or administrative ease. The U.S.

ratepayer deserves no less review than the FCC is now providinq,

and ideally should have even qreater scrutiny.

B. PRIC. CD IQQDLA!'IOJr 18 JJOlJ' U IDDftUBL. PRO'1'.crIOII
woa UIf.PAYDS uD CUIIIO'1' •• U8B '1'0 JU8ifIJ'Y UDICA'fIO.
O. TBB .CC'8 RB8POIiSIBILIIfY .OR DBPRBCIATIOII
llBGULAifIOIi.

The Commission also cited its own changed requlatory scheme

(e.g. "price caps")lO/ as another key factor prompting its

consideration of modifying the depreciation process. However,

the current price cap scheme is not by any means an impregnable

bar to LEC abuse of ratepayers and the pUblic interest. This is

because:

9/ <SOURCE: FCC "statistics of Communications Common
carriers">

Depreciation as a percentaqe of Operating Expenses:
1987 - 32'
1988 - 29'
1989 - 28'
1990 - 28'
1991 - 26'

lO/The Commission at paraqraph 8 of the NPRM states:
"Our price cap plan encourages carrier efficiency
without allowing them to pass depreciation expense
changes onto ratepayers. Thus the scrutiny necessary
under rate of return base requlation may be relaxed
under price cap requlation."

10



1.

2.

3.

111

Exce••ive depreciation rate. will affect earning. and

thus iapact the sharing mechanism, which is intended to

provide pUblic interest safeguards to the price cap

mechanism, particularly since depreciation expense

averaged at least 25' of the operating expenses of

telephone companies reporting to the FCC in each of the

last five years;lll

Improperly determined depreciation rates could reflect

unreliable operating results, rendering it difficult,

if not impossible, to properly evaluate the company

from a financial and ratemaking perspective; and

Improperly determined depreciation rates could propel

apparent telephone company earnings downward to such an

extent that a revisiting by the FCC or even a proposed

abandonment of the price cap scheme might be

prematurely indicated. If such an event were to occur

telephone ratepayers would not only have lost potential

sharing, but would also be faced with a return to rate

of-return regulation where their rates would directly

reflect depreciation increases.

See Fn. 9, supra.
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Thus, because depreciation is the telephone companies

largest single operating expense, proper quantification of

depreciation expense is crucial, whatever the specific type of

regulatory scheme under which telephone rates are set.

C. DCB 01' 'II1II COIIIII.8IO.'8 .-.oJlO8m 0",10•• TO aBPLa.CB
'l'IIB cuaaBft OB.UCIATIOII 8ca_ UB :rATALLY :rLADD
8BCAU.B VALIO, TRULY aB:rLBC!'IVII OB.aBCIATIO. RATB.
CAlDTO'f 8B OB'l'BaKIDO 8A8BD O. U AVBnGB.

The seminal issue with regard to this inquiry is 'whether,

given the huge impact depreciation expense has on each telephone

company, each year, valid, reflective depreciation rates can be

determined "on average" as OPTIONS I, II and III suggest12/, in

lieu of the individual basis which is currently used to derive

them. Based on CCTA's study's results, based on the FCC'S own

data, the answer is NO.

The reason depreciation rates have always been determined on

an individual company basis is that depreciation is a function of

variables that are peculiar to a given company. These include

factors such as: wear and tear, decay, action of the elements,

inadequacy, obsolescence, changes in the art, changes in demand,

12/ Option IV is separately discussed because under it,
price cap carriers would be permitted to file without any
supporting data whatsoever. This Option must also be rejected,
as explained infra.

12



and requirements of pUblic authorities. 131 These phenomena

vary significantly from company to company, as telephone

coapanies run the gamut as to, for example, location, popUlation

served; type equipment maintained, technology employed, and

cOrPOrate strategies and objectives.

To determine what impact the "averaging" operation of

options I, II and III would have on the derivation of

depreciation rates, CCTA's outside consultants utilized data in

FCC files for a representative number of RBOC companies selected

at random to reflect a cross section of the u.s. Data

dispositive of an evaluation of option I - Basic Factors Range

Option is found in Table 2. Data dispositive of an evaluation of

Option II - Range of Rates Option is reflected in Table 3.

There is no separate Table data related to options III and

IV. This is because: (1) the general trends from the stUdy

results relating to Option I and option II (as shown in Tables 2

and 3) are incorporated in our critique of option III, and (2)

no data could be simulated for Option IV, as it affords price cap

carriers "carte blanche" in filing their desired rates without

any supporting data at all.

131 Suelflow Public utility Accounting: Theory and
ARglication, at 82.
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This option calculates ranges using industry-wide data on

the basic factors14/ used to compute currently prescribed

rates. The Commission explained that the methodology would

likely "calculate an average of the industry wide" factors, e.g.

projection lives underlying the prescribed rates for an

individual account), and then allow a range of one standard

deviation below and one standard deviation above the average.

The dispositive question under this FCC Option is whether or

not this "averaging" methodology will produce basic factors even

reasonably representative of those currently determined to be

valid barometers of a plant account's projection life, salvage

and survivor curve. All three factors are important and

currently evaluated on an individual company basis for each

individual plant account. This timely review is necessary and

proper because each company's plant is different in, as noted

above, factors such as age, usage, exposure to the elements,

demand dictates, cost of removal, and salvage value. The clear

predicate supporting the current depreciation methodology is that

only by determining these factors on a company by company basis

14/ The basic factors listed by the Commission included
future net salvage (PHS), projection life and survivor curve (the
basic factors that determine the average remaining life CARL».
NPRM at ! 9.
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can depreciation rat.. tor a given coapany, which are derived

troa these factors using the standard depreciation formula,

accurately measure the proper amount of capital recovery

commensurate with that company's plant consumption.

To replace the current methodology with Option I an analysis

of the basic factors presently in place should establish that an

average of such factors closely parallels' the individual factors

which have been identified and quantified via detailed analysis.

However, an analysis performed by CCTA's outside consultants, as

shown on Table 2, flatly proved the opposite; namely, that there

is a very sizeable variance among the LECs studied15/ as to

plant lives and salvage. with the very wide variances shown in

Table 2 it is literally impossible to have "averages" be a

surrogate for "actuals" and maintain ~ integrity in the

reSUlting factors.

Some highlights of the very wide variances found in Table 2

include:

REMAINING LIFE - 1ii1

1. All 29 accounts were analyzed and 22 (or 76%) of the
accounts had variances greater than 50%;

2. The variances ranged from a low of 22.29% to a high of
600%;

15/The sample included seven LEes serving a representative
cross section of the country. The companies selected by region,
at random, include Chesapeake and Potomac of Maryland, New York
Telephone, Northwestern Bell of Iowa, Pacific, southern Bell of
Florida, South Central Bell of Alabaaa, and Southwestern Bell of
Missouri.

15



3. Of tbe 29 accounts, 13 (or 45') bad variance. greater
than 100'; and 7 (or 24') bad variances greater tban
200';

4. Tbe most significant variances by major account were
noted as follows:

Electro-Mecb-Step-by-Step
Subaarine Cable
SPecial Purpose Vehicles
Aerial Wire
Radio systems
Electro Mech-Crossbar
Poles
Motor Vehicles

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

600'
429'
400'
361'
337'
320'
271'
188'

NET SALVAGE - 1991

1. Of the 20 accounts for which percentage deviations were
computed, 17 (or 85') of the accounts had variances
greater than 50%;

2. The variances ranged from a low of 30' to a high of
2,450%;

3. Of the 20 accounts, 9 (or 45') had variances greater
than 100'; and 9 (or 45%) had variances greater than
200%.

4. The most significant variances by major account were
noted as follows:

SPecial Purpose Vehicles *
Public Telephone Equipment *
Office Support Equip.ent *
General Purpose computers *
Digital Electronic switching *
Circuit Equipment-Digital *
Other Work Equipment *
Furniture *
Motor Vehicles *

2,450'
1,900%
1,200%
1,000'

900'
600'
400%
350%
250%

The findings in Table 2 support rejection of Option I

because it would produce depreciation rates that would not have

any reasonable relationship to current rates that have been found

16



to fairly, reasonably, and accurately provide for the recovery of

invested capital.

B. HB auGB or UT" OP'l'IOJI (OP'l'IO. II) IS J'ATALL'! rLUfm
.BCAUSB or ftB VBa'! WIDB YUIUCB .BftBDt '1'IIB LBO. I.
DBPRBCIATIOJI UT8S.

This option uses industry-wide rate data to form the initial

basis for determininq the rate ranqes. A statistical analysis of

currently prescribed rates would be used as the basis for

determination of the ranqe. 16/

This option is not workable if wide fluctuations amonq

current rates exist. This conclusion is valid because it will be

virtually impossible to properly allocate costs usinq an averaqe

if extremes exist in the universe from which the averaqe is

extracted. Table 3, pages 1-4, sets out by account the

depreciation rates currently applicable for the same seven LECs

servinq a representative cross section of the country studed in

Table II.

The undisputable findinqs shown in Table 3 demonstrate a

massive variance in current rates for any given account and

16/ The co_ission further explained: "For example, we
miqht review the industry-wide data on Motor Vehicles, Account
2112. In establishinq the range for the projection life for
Motor Vehicles, we miqht averaqe the prescribed rates for that
account and then allow a ranqe of one standard deviation below
the averaqe to one standard deviation above the averaqe." NPRM
at , 14.
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.trongly argue against the adoption of option II. A

representative • .-ple of the high variance. found in the accounts

between the highest and lowest depreciation rate for that account

for the companies studied by year are:

1. All 27 accounts were analyzed and 18 (or 67') of the
accounts had variances greater than 50';

2. The variances ranged from a low of 14.52% to a high of
885.48';

3. Of the 27 accounts, 10 (or 37') had variances greater
than 100'; and 5 (or 19') had variances greater than
200'.

4. The most significant variances by major account were
noted as follows:

Operator Systems-Other * 885.48'
Poles * 470.88%
Electro-Mechanical switching- * 392.74%

crossbar
Radio Systems * 379.66%
Electro-Mech-Step-by-Step * 365.28%
Office Support Equipment * 161.02%

1. All 29 accounts were analyzed and 23 (or 79') of the
accounts had variances greater than 50%;

2. The variances ranged from a low of 22.5% to a high of
664.71';

3. Of the 29 accounts, 14 (or 48') had variances greater
than 100%; and 7 (or 24%) had variances greater than
200%;

4. The most significant variances by major account were
noted as follows:

Operator Systems

18

* 664.71%



Electro-Mach-step-by-step
Pole.
Electro Mach-Crossbar
Aerial Wira
co~ny Communication.
Public Telephone Equipaent
Office support Equip

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

590.77'
498.39'
392.74'
284.00'
260.77'
213.19'
191.36'

1. All 29 accounts were analyzed and 18 of 29 (or 62') of
the accounts had variances qreater than 50';

2. The variance. ranqed from a low of 9.88' to a high of
668%;

3. Of the 29 accounts, 11 (or 38') had variances greater
than 100%; and 6 (or 21') had variances greater than
200%;

4. The most significant variances by major account were
noted as follows:

Aerial Wire
Electro Mech-step by step
Operator systeas
Other Terminal Equip
Electro Mech-Crossbar
Public Tel Equip
Company Communications
Garage Work Equipment

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

668.00%
576.19'
520.00'
336.84'
223.38'
205.26'
197.73'
192.68%

1. All 28 accounts were analyzed and 19 (68') of the
accounts had variances greater than 50';

2. The variances ranged from a low of 10.39' to a high of
628.57%;

3. Of the 28 accounts, 11 (or 39%) had variances greater
than 100'; and, 5 (or 18t) had variances greater than
200%.

4. The most significant variances by major account were
noted as follows:

Electro-Mech-step-by-step

19

* 628.57'


